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TELECOMMUNICATIONS/Bell InterLATA Mobile Services
SUBJECT: Telecommunications Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995 . . . S. 652. Santorum amendment No. 1267.
ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 83-4

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 652, the Telecommunications Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995, will amend
telecommunications laws and reduce regulations in order to promote competition in the telecommunications industry

eliminating barriers that prevent telephone companies, cable companies, and broadcasters from entering one another's mat

will also permit electric utilities to enter the cable and telephone markets. Judicial control of telecommunicationsghatlzyg in

the "Modified Final Judgment" regime, will be terminated.

The Santorum amendmentwould amend the terms under which a Bell Operating Company (BOC) may provide interLATA
services by clarifying that it may offer interLATA commercial mobile service except where such service is a replacemdnt for |
line telephone exchange service for a substantial portion of the land line telephone exchange service in a State. (Léal'As, or
access transport areas, are the boundaries that currently determine the areas within which local phone service mayllye provi
Bell Operating Companies. The AT&T consent decree, under which AT&T agreed to stop providing local phones services, res
in the creation of seven Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs), which are holding companies that own BOCs. BOCs pr
local phone services. Originally, there were 23 BOCs. The consent decree created 160 LATAs and provided that a BOC may pl
local phone service within LATA boundaries, but may not provide phone service across LATA boundaries.)

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

In 1984, AT&T entered into a consent decree whereby it could keep its long distance services but it had to divest its |
telephone services. Those services became independent Bell Operating Companies (BOCs). BOCs are permitted to provide
within geographic boundaries known as local access transport areas, or LATAS, of which there are 160, but they may not pr
services between LATAs. The LATA boundaries were drawn in the consent decree based upon the then existing wire-based tele
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network. Since that time, these wireline LATAs have been applied to new wireless services, such as cellular phonesttaffered by
Bell companies. Bell operating companies are the only companies involved in providing mobile phone services that are restricted
in the areas in which they may offer those services. This fact puts them at a competitive disadvantage. The bill wil i@teavet t

that disadvantage, but an ambiguity in its wording will make its effect subject to misinterpretation. The Santorum ameunttment wo
remove this ambiguity, and thus deserves our support.

No arguments were expressed in opposition to the amendment.



